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anticipation, took effect on her execuiting a mortgage of ber life înterest during

rjvertuire. North, J., w'as of opinion that " anticipate " did not mean 41attempt-

alid t anticipate;" that temortgage of the life interest was entirely inoperative,
Cld Onsequently there was no forfeiture.

kVILL -FoRFiEiluRE, C.AusE-AB;OLUTE GIFT---BANKRUPTCY.

M"elfe v. Melcalfe, 43 Chy.D., 633, was a case in which the effect of a forfei-
te c-lause in a will had to be construed. By the will the testator gave personal

eSta'te to his eidren as tenants in cormon. He then gave to trustees real and
Personal estate, on trust, to pay the renits and profits to lis children as tenants

ICOnanon during their lives, with benefit of survivorship. He then gave
Certai, reversions to trustees on similar trusts. And he provided that if by act

'Ir alieration oflaw aninterests given by his will in trust for bis eidren should
lened wbereby the samne should vest in any other person, then his trustees

"0111ld apply the interest so aliened to and among the other persons entitled by

Chr,*liorship, as in case of the death of the person so aliening. One of the

becen Wa, at the testator's death, a bankrupt. Within a year afterwards she
me~ entitled to property which, when sold, was sufficient to pay her debts

and t he COsts, but the bankruptcy was niot formally annulled until two years after

Sonal RkwcJdecided that as to the absolute gift of a share of the per-

hîaestate, the forfeiture clause was repugnant and had no effeet. He also

a5 to the remainders not corne into Possession before the annulment of the
b'11kuptyýthat as personal enjoyr* ent by the legatee was not interfered with,

the forf
orf.,eiture therefore did not take effect And that for the purpose of ascertain-

ruhten the annulment of the bankruptcY took effect, the time when the bank-
rl~ ane into legal possession of property enough to pay her debts and the

and not the time of the formai anllulment of the bankruptcy, must be taken.

POIER-XECTORRENOUNCJNG~EX1 ERCISE- OF POW.ER BY EXECUTOR RENOUNCIXO.

'îh 01Of1y other case to be noticed is Crawford v. Forshaw, 43 Chy.D., 643.

hi," eb case a testator appointed three executors. He then gave the residue of

44rne'tate to certain charitable institutions or others as "emy executors herein

ýw d fllaY select, to be divided in 1such proportions as tbey rnay' approve 0f."

toOfthe executors proved the w'ill, and the third renounced. on the applica-

Ofccn the two executors it was deterrflined by Kekewich, J., that the renounclng

the tor, 11tihtnighis renuinciation of poae a nildt onwt

a;t WO lex1ecutors in exercising the power of appointing the residue. That this

POwer imposed on the executors, not as part *of their office as executorsy


